United States Patent and Trademark Office 



C.-MTEIl STATES DEPARTMENT OI< COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O.IkH 1450 
Alexandria, Virghiid 
ivww.USplo.gov 



APPLICATIONNO 



RUNG DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY D(X KET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/622.340 



07/1S/2003 



Koji Sasaki 



075834.00417 



4814 



7590 



Q9*2.2f2im 



EXAMINER 



Robert J. Depke 
Holland & Knight LLC 
30th Floor 

13 1 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, IL 60603-5506 



ART UNJT 



BUERER. RICHARD R 

] PAPER NUMBER 



1763 

DATE MAILED: 09/22/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03; 



Office Action Summary 


Annlicntinn Mo 

10/622,340 


Annli^onf/ct / 

Mppiiuani^d/ i — 

SASAKI ET AL 


Examiner 

Richard Bueker 


Art Unit 

1763 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 



Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)D Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)[3 This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) E<] Claim(s) 1-30 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-30 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

1 2) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) Q Notice of Drafts person's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 



4) CD Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 1-04) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 0904 



Application/Control Number: 10/622,340 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1763 

Claims 2-4, 6, 9, 12-14, 16, 19, 22-24, 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 2, the phrase "a circumference whose center places said discharging 
means except for a range in angles of ± 10° of upper side with respect to the vertical 
direction" is non-idiomatic, vague and indefinite. "Circumference" is defined as 
"periphery" and does not necessarily have a center, and the phrase "whose center" thus 
lacks proper antecedent basis. The claim should define the recited circumference as 
having a center. Also, "of upper side" is non-idiomatic and lacks proper antecedent 
basis, and raises the question of "upper side of what?'. Also, it is non-idiomatic and 
incorrect to state that the "center places said discharging means" because the recited 
center does not and cannot carry out the recited action of placing the discharging 
means. Also, the phrase "except for a range in angles of ± 10° of upper side" is non- 
idiomatic and unclear. Also, the use of the phrase "with respect to" in "with respect to 
the vertical direction" fails to make clear the intended relationship between the 
discharging means and the vertical direction. 

In claim 12, the phrase "a circumference whose center places said discharging 
means except for a range in angles of ± 30° of lower side with respect to the vertical 
direction" is non-idiomatic, vague and indefinite. "Circumference" is defined as 
"periphery" and does not necessarily have a center, and the phrase "whose center" thus 
lacks proper antecedent basis. The claim should define the recited circumference as 
having a center. Also, "of lower side" is non-idiomatic and lacks proper antecedent 
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basis, and raises the question of "lower side of what?'. Also, it is non-idiomatic and 
incorrect to state that the "center places said discharging means" because the recited 
center does not and cannot carry out the recited action of placing the discharging 
means. Also, the phrase "except for a range in angles of ± 30° of lower side" is non- 
idiomatic and unclear. Also, the use of the phrase "with respect to" in "with respect to 
the vertical direction" fails to make clear the intended relationship between the 
discharging means and the vertical direction. 

In claim 22, the phrase "a circumference whose center places said discharging 
means within a range in angles from +80° to -60° with respect to a horizontal axis" is 
non-idiomatic, vague and indefinite. "Circumference" is defined as "periphery" and does 
not necessarily have a center, and the phrase "whose center" thus lacks proper 
antecedent basis. The claim should define the recited circumference as having a 
center. The phrase "within a range in angles" is non-idiomatic and should be changed 
to "within a range of angles". Also, it is non-idiomatic and incorrect to state that the 
"center places said discharging means" because the recited center does not and cannot 
carry out the recited action of placing the discharging means Also, the use of the 
phrase "with respect to" in "with respect to the vertical direction" fails to make clear the 
intended relationship between the discharging means and the vertical direction. Also in 
claim 22, the phrase "at both opposite sides" lacks proper antecedent basis and is non- 
idiomatic, vague and indefinite. Also in claim 22, the reference to the vertical axis is 
unclear, vague and indefinite. 
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In each of claims 3, 4, 13, 14, 23 and 24, the phrase "within a range in angles" is 
non-idiomatic and should be changed to "within a range of angles". Also in each of 
claims 3, 4, 13, 14, 23 and 24, the phrase "with respect to a direction" fails to make 
clear the intended relationship between the step of discharging and the specified 
direction. Also in each of claims 3, 4, 13, 14, 23 and 24, the phrase "said discharging 
means discharges the raw material gas within a range in angles" fails to recite that the 
discharging means discharges the raw material gas "in a direction". By failing to recite a 
gas discharging direction this phrase fails to make clear the relationship between the 
gas discharging step and the recited "range in angles". It is noted that claim 5 does 
properly recite "said discharging means discharges the raw material gas in a direction", 
and analogous language should be added to claims 3, 4, 13, 14, 23 and 24. 

In claims 6, 9, 16, 19, 26 and 29, the phrase "said holding means slides said 
substrate", and in claims 9, 19 and 29, the phrase "said holding means turns said 
substrate . . . while sliding said substrate" are non-idiomatic and not in accordance with 
applicants' specification. The specification (see Figs. 15A and 15 B and page 23, lines 
9-12 and 19-21) discloses that the drive mechanism 19 slides the substrate holder 20, 
which is not the same as the claim recitation of the substrate holding means sliding the 
substrate. Applicants are requested to provide the definition of "slide" that they are 
using. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-14 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 

the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Forrest (5,554,220). Forrest 

(see Figs. 2, 4 and 5) discloses an OVPD apparatus for forming a thin film made of 

organic matter comprising a chamber, a substrate holding means in the chamber, 

means to vaporize an organic raw material and mix it with carrier gas, means to 

transport the raw material vapor using the carrier gas and discharge means to 

discharge the transported raw material vapor into the chamber. Also, the substrate is 

arranged in the chamber facing upward (Fig. 5 of Forrest) or downward (Fig. 2 of 

Forrest). Regarding the recitation of "apparatus for forming thin film made of an organic 

matter on a substrate having a mask for separately painting pixels" (emphasis added) in 

the preamble of claims 1 and 1 1 , it is noted that this is a recitation of intended use of the 

claimed apparatus, and Forrest's apparatus has an inherent capability of being used 
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with a substrate having a mask for forming pixels. Regarding claim 6, Forrest's reactor 
tube 88 (see Fig. 5 and col. 8, lines 24-26) includes a loading chamber at end 120 and 
the substrate holder 122 on support rod 124 moves in a sliding motion from the loading 
chamber to the growth position. Regarding claims 7 and 8, Forrest teaches (col. 8, lines 
39-42) the step of rotating the substrate holder. Regarding claim 9, the recited step of 
turning while sliding is a process limitation that is in effect an intended use of the 
apparatus, which Forrest's apparatus is inherently capable of performing, because 
Forrest's apparatus is capable of sliding the substrate and is also capable of rotating the 
substrate. Regarding claim 10, Forrest teaches (col. 9, lines 13-20) the step of cooling 
the backside of the substrate. 

Claims 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Forrest (5,554,220) taken in view of Murakami (5,431 ,738), Miller (6,200,389) and/or 
Schmitt (5,256,205). Murakami (see Figs. 5-7, for example) discloses a vapor coating 
apparatus analogous to that of Fig. 5 of Forrest. Murakami's substrate holder rotates 
the substrate and also slides the substrate. Murakami teaches that by providing the 
substrate with multiple modes of movement during a vapor coating process, a desirably 
more uniform coating can be formed. Also, Miller (see Fig. 17 and col. 1 1 , line 1-62) 
teaches that a substrate holder can slide back and forth on rails to form a more uniform 
coating in a vapor coating apparatus. Schmitt (Fig. 4) also teaches translation and 
rotation in combination to improve coating uniformity. It would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art to provide the substrate holder of Forrest with sliding means alone 
or in addition to rotating means because Murakami, Miller and/or Schmitt teach that 
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sliding the substrate would successfully improve coating uniformity in a vapor deposition 
apparatus. 

Claims 1-14 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Forrest (5,554,220) taken in view of Shtein I (2003/0087471) and Jurgensen I (WO 
01/61071). Jurgensen II (2003/0054099) is an English language equivalent of 
Jurgensen I (WO 01/61071) and is cited of interest as an English translation of 
Jurgensen I, and the passages of Jurgensen referred to in this office action are to 
Jurgensen II (2003/0054099). If, for argument's sake, the claims were considered to 
require the presence of a substrate having a mask, such would have been obvious in 
the apparatus of Forrest, because Shtein I (see Figs. 3 and 25 and paragraph 4, for 
example) and Jurgensen (see paragraph 19) teach that it is desirable to place a mask 
on a substrate during an OVPD process. It is noted that Shtein's OVPD process is the 
same as Forrest's OVPD process. Also, Jurgensen's OVPD process uses Forrest's 
organic coating materials (see paragraph 47 of Jurgensen). It would have been obvious 
to use a mask in Forrest's OVPD apparatus, because Shtein I and Jurgensen teach that 
pixels can successfully and desirably be produced by using a mask in an OVPD 
process of the type taught by Forrest. 

Claims 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Forrest (5,554,220) taken in view of Murakami (5,431 ,738), Miller (6,200,389) and/or 
Schmitt (5,256,205) and in further view of Shtein I (2003/0087471) and Jurgensen I 
(WO 01/61071 ). It would have been obvious to use a mask in Forrest's OVPD 
apparatus, because Shtein I and Jurgensen teach that pixels can successfully and 
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desirably be produced by using a mask in an OVPD process. It is also noted that 
Jurgensen I (WO 01/61071) also teaches (see Fig. 1) that it was known in the prior art 
to use a conventional vapor deposition apparatus with a showerhead gas distributor to 
deposit the organic coating materials of Forrest. Jurgensen I makes clear that one 
skilled in this art would have recognized that it was obvious to use a conventional prior 
art vapor coating gas distributor (such as Murakami or Miller, for example) for coating 
substrates with Forrest's coating materials. 

Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Shtein II (J. Appl. Phys.). Shtein II 
(see Figs. 1 and 2) discloses an OVPD apparatus for forming a thin film made of 
organic matter comprising a chamber, a substrate holding means in the chamber, 
means to vaporize an organic raw material and mix it with carrier gas, means to 
transport the raw material vapor using the carrier gas, discharge means to discharge 
the transported raw material vapor into the chamber. Also, the substrate is arranged in 
the chamber with its film formation surface parallel to the vertical direction. Also, Shtein 
teaches (page 1470, col. 2, lines 17-18-26) that OVPD sources can be positioned 
outside of a reactor tube and transported by carrier gas into the reactor tube. 
Regarding the recitation of "apparatus for forming thin film made of an organic matter on 
a substrate having a mask for separately painting pixels" (emphasis added) in the 
preamble of claims 1,11 and 21 , it is noted that this is a recitation of intended use of the 
claimed apparatus, and Shtein's apparatus has an inherent capability of being used with 
a substrate having a mask for forming pixels. Regarding claim 6, Shtein's reactor tube 
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includes a loading end and the substrate holder support rod moves in a sliding motion 
from the loading chamber to the growth position. It is noted in this respect that Shtein's 
Fig. 2 identifies the substrate holder as a "sliding mount". Regarding claims 7 and 8, 
Shtein II teaches (page 1473, col. 1, lines 21-23) the step of rotating the substrate 
holder. Regarding claim 9, the recited step of turning while sliding is a process 
limitation that is in effect an intended use of the apparatus, which Shtein's apparatus is 
inherently capable of performing, because Shtein's apparatus is capable of sliding the 
substrate and is also capable of rotating the substrate. Regarding claim 10, Shtein II 
teaches (page 1473, col. 1, lines 19-21) the step of cooling the backside of the 
substrate. 

Claims 6, 9, 16, 19, 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over Shtein II (J. Appl. Phys.) taken in view of taken in view of Murakami (5,431,738), 
Miller (6,200,389) and/or Schmitt (5,256,205). Murakami (see Figs. 5-7, for example) 
discloses a vapor coating apparatus analogous to that of Fig. 5 of Forrest. Murakami's 
substrate holder rotates the substrate and also slides the substrate. Murakami teaches 
that by providing the substrate with multiple modes of movement during a vapor coating 
process, a desirably more uniform coating can be formed. Also, Miller (see Fig. 17 and 
col. 1 1 , line 1-62) teaches that a substrate holder can slide back and forth on rails to 
form a more uniform coating in a vapor coating apparatus. Schmitt (Fig. 4) also teaches 
sliding and turning in combination, for the desirable purpose of improving coating 
uniformity. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to provide the substrate 
holder of Forrest with sliding means alone or in addition to rotating means because 
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Murakami, Miller and/or Schmitt teach that sliding the substrate would successfully 
improve coating uniformity in a vapor deposition apparatus. 

Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Shtein II (J. 
Appl. Phys.) taken in view of Okumura (JP 63-299323) and in further view of Shtein I 
(2003/0087471) and Jurgensen I (WO 01/61071). Regarding the alternative 
"arrangement in which said organic film formation surface of said substrate is slanted 
relative to the vertical direction" recited in claims 1-30, Okumura (Fig. 1) is cited for his 
teaching that it is desirable to arrange a substrate in a vapor coating apparatus such 
that the film formation surface of said substrate is slanted relative to the vertical 
direction. Okumura teaches that because of the slanted position, undesirable 
suspended matter will be less likely to settle on the film formation surface. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art to apply this teaching to the substrate holder 
of Shtein for the desirable purpose of preventing particulate contamination to settle on 
Shtein's substrate surface. Also, if for argument's sake, the claims were considered to 
require the presence of a substrate having a mask, such would have been obvious in 
the apparatus of Shtein II, because Shtein I and Jurgensen I teach that it is desirable to 
place a mask on a substrate during an OVPD process. It would have been obvious to 
use a mask in the Shtein II OVPD apparatus, because Shtein I and Jurgensen I teach 
that pixels can successfully and desirably be produced by using a mask in an OVPD 
process. 

Claims 6, 9, 16, 19, 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over Shtein II (J. Appl. Phys.) taken in view of taken in view of Murakami (5,431 ,738), 
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Miller (6,200,389) and/or Schmitt (5,256,205), and taken in further view of Okumura (JP 
63-299323), and in further view of Shtein I (2003/0087471) and Jurgensen I (WO 
01/61071). Regarding the alternative "arrangement in which said organic film formation 
surface of said substrate is slanted relative to the vertical direction" recited in claims 1- 
30, Okumura (Fig. 1) is cited for his teaching that it is desirable to arrange a substrate in 
a vapor coating apparatus such that the film formation surface of said substrate is 
slanted relative to the vertical direction, so that undesirable suspended matter will be les 
likely to settle on the film formation surface. It would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art to apply this teaching to the substrate holder of Shtein II for the desirable 
purpose of preventing particulate contamination to settle on Shtein's substrate surface. 
Also, it would have been obvious to provide sliding motion to the substrate as an 
alternative to, or in addition to rotation in view of the teachings of Murakami, Miller 
and/or Schmitt. Also, if for argument's sake, the claims were considered to require the 
presence of a substrate having a mask, such would have been obvious in the apparatus 
of Shtein II and Jurgensen I, who teach that it is desirable to place a mask on a 
substrate during an OVPD process. 

Claims 1 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Shtein II (J. 
Appl. Phys.) or Forrest (5,554,220) taken in view of Kawata (5,445,677) or Kuniyoshi 
(JP 62-72115) and in further view of Shtein I (2003/0087471 ) and Jurgensen I (WO 
01/61071). Regarding the claim 1 1 alternative "arrangement in which said organic film 
formation surface of said substrate faces downward in a vertical direction". Kawata (Fig. 
1 ) and Kuniyoshi (Fig. 1 ) are cited for their teaching that it is desirable to arrange a 
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substrate in a vapor coating apparatus such that the film formation surface of said 
substrate faces downward, so that undesirable particles are less likely to settle on the 
film formation surface. Kawata and Kuniyoshi also teach that it is desirable to rotate the 
downwardly facing substrate to improve uniformity of coating. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to apply these teachings to the substrate holder of 
Shtein or Forrest for the desirable purpose of preventing particulate contamination to 
settle on Shtein's substrate surface and improving uniformity of coating. Also, if for 
argument's sake, the claims were considered to require the presence of a substrate 
having a mask, such would have been obvious in the apparatus of Shtein II or Forrest, 
because Shtein I (2003/0087471) and Jurgensen I teach that it is desirable to place a 
mask on a substrate during an OVPD process. It would have been obvious to use a 
mask in the Shtein II or Forrest OVPD apparatus, because Shtein I and Jurgensen I 
teach that pixels can successfully and desirably be produced by using a mask in an 
OVPD process. 

Claims 6, 9, 16, 19, 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over Shtein II (J. Appl. Phys.) or Forrest (5,554,220) taken in view of Murakami 
(5,431,738), Miller (6,200,389) and/or Schmitt (5,256,205) and taken in further view of 
Kawata (5,445,677) or Kuniyoshi (JP 62-721 15) and in further view of Shtein I 
(2003/0087471) and Jurgensen I (WO 01/61071). Regarding the claim 1 1 alternative 
"arrangement in which said organic film formation surface of said substrate faces 
downward in a vertical direction", Kawata (Fig. 1 ) and Kuniyoshi (Fig. 1 ) are cited for 
their teaching that it is desirable to arrange a substrate in a vapor coating apparatus 
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such that the film formation surface of said substrate faces downward, so that 
undesirable particles are less likely to settle on the film formation surface. Kawata and 
Kuniyoshi also teach that it is desirable to rotate the downwardly facing substrate to 
improve uniformity of coating. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
apply these teachings to the substrate holder of Shtein II or Forrest for the desirable 
purpose of preventing particulate contamination to settle on Shtein's substrate surface 
and improving uniformity of coating. Also, it would have been obvious to provide sliding 
motion to the substrate as an alternative to, or in addition to rotation in view of the 
teachings of Murakami, Miller and/or Schmitt. Also, if for argument's sake, the claims 
were considered to require the presence of a substrate having a mask, such would have 
been obvious in the apparatus of Shtein II or Forrest, because Shtein I (2003/0087471) 
and Jurgensen teach that it is desirable to place a mask on a substrate during an OVPD 
process. It would have been obvious to use a mask in the Shtein II or Forrest OVPD 
apparatus, because Shtein I teaches that pixels can successfully and desirably be 
produced by using a mask in an OVPD process. It is also noted that Jurgensen I (WO 
01/61 071 )also teaches (see Fig. 1 ) that it was known in the prior art to use a 
conventional vapor deposition apparatus with a showerhead gas distributor to deposit 
the organic coating materials of Forrest. Jurgensen I makes clear that one skilled in this 
art would have recognized that it was obvious to use conventional prior art vapor 
coating gas distributor (such as in Okumura, Kawata or Kuniyoshi, for example) for 
coating substrates with Forrest's coating materials. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Bueker whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1431 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM - 5:30 PM, Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory Mills can be reached on (571) 272-1439. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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